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SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS.^ 

JANUARY  AND  FEBRUARY,  1915. 


OPINIONS  OF  GENERAL  INTEREST  REGARDING  QUESTIONS  ARISING 
UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

Below  are  given  extracts  from  various  letters  written  by  the  board  to  individuals. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  these  opinions  of  the  board  may  be  of  service  to  others,  they 
are  published  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  trade.  •  In  these  letters  only  those  parts  have 
been  published  which  are  of  importance.  It  should  be  understood  that  the  board  is 
not  authorized  by  the  provisions  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910  to  criticize,  approve, 
or  suggest  labels;  so  that  any  advice  given  in  these  letters  is  offered  in  an  advisory 
capacity  as  representing  the  opinion  of  the  board  in  the  light  of  its  present  knowledge 
and  in  the  light  of  the  facts  presented  by  the  correspondent. 

40.  Notice  to  manufacturers  of  so-called  liquid  lice  killers. 

It  has  come  to  the  notice  of  the  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board  that  a  great  many 
manufacturers  are  putting  out  liquid  preparations  for  killing  chicken  lice  under  such 
names  as  "Liquid  Lice  Killer,"  "Lice  Killer,"  "Lice  Killing  Liquid,"  etc.  These 
preparations  are  for  the  most  part  composed  of  one  or  more  of  the  following  liquids: 
Kerosene,  crude  petroleum,  crude  carbolic  acid,  creosote  oil,  and  various  other  frac- 
tions of  petroleum  and  coal  tar,  as  well  as  turpentine.  In  giving  directions  for  the 
use  of  these  preparations  against  chicken  lice  it  is  a  common  practice  to  direct  that 
they  be  applied  to  one  or  more  of  theiollowing  places:  Roosts,  dropping  boards,  wide 
boards  nailed  beneath  the  roosts,  nest  boxes,  inner  walls  of  the  chicken  house,  etc. 

Another  less  common  direction  for  the  use  of  these  preparations  against  chicken  Uce 
is  to  paint  the  inside  of  a  box  with  the  preparation,  place  the  chicken  or  chickens  in 
the  box,  cover  loosely  with  a  burlap  bag  and  leave  for  a  certain  length  of  time. 

It  is  evident  from  both  of  the  above-mentioned  directions  that  the  manufactm-er 
considers  that  the  fumes  which  arise  from  such  preparations  will  kill  the  chicken  lice 
when  the  products  are  used  in  accordance  with  directions. 

The  board  has  now  tested  a  very  large  number  of  these  preparations  and  so  far  has 
failed  to  find  a  single  one  which  is  effective  against  chicken  lice  when  used  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  first  set  of  directions  given. 

Some  few  of  the  preparations  were  found  to  be  more  or  less  effective  against  chicken 
lice  when  used  in  accordance  with  the  second  set  of  directions  given,  provided  that  the 

1  In  conformity  with  Memorandum  No.  57  of  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  dated  December  26, 
1913,  prescribing  a  uniform  plan  for  the  publication  of  information  bearing  on  regulatory  matters  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  this  publication  will  be  issued  monthly ,  or  less  frequently,  as  occasion  may  war- 
rant, by  the  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board.  Heretofore,  announcement  to  the  public  of  notices  of  court 
judgments  and  official  decisions  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  and  opinions  of  the  board  relating  to  the 
application  of  the  law  to  specific  points,  have  been  in  the  form  of  single  printed  sheets,  or  in  the  form  of 
letters  to  individuals.  Under  the  new  plan,  they  will  all  be  published  in  these  Service  and  Regulatory 
Announcements  of  the  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board. 

Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  concerned.  Others 
desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Docioments,  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.  C,  at  5  cents  each  or  50  cents  a  year. 
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chicken  or  chickens  were  left  in  the  burlap-covered  box  for  about  an  hour.  It  may  be 
added,  however,  that  such  a  treatment  might  in  certain  cases  be  injurious  to  the 
chicken. 

It  is  therefore  e\ddent  that  the  fumes  given  off  from  these  preparations  in  a  modern 
poultiy  house  are  not  sufficiently  strong,  or,  in  other  words,  are  not  in  sufficient  con- 
centration in  any  case  tested  by  us  to  kill  chicken  lice  on  the  chickens.  In  some  few 
cases  the  fumes  which  arise  are  sufficient  to  be  more  or  less  effective  against  chicken 
lice  when  the  fowls  are  confined  with  said  fumes  in  a  burlap-covered  box  for  a  con- 
siderable period  of  time. 

It  was  fuilher  found  by  the  entomologists  of  the  board  that  most  of  the  above- 
mentioned  preparations  were  effective  against  chicken  mites  when  said  preparations 
were  very  thoroughly  sprayed  over  the  whole  inside  of  the  poultry  house,  in  all  cracks 
and  crevices  of  the  poultry  house,  and  over  all  roosts,  supports,  dropping  boards,  and 
nest  boxes. 

The  reason  why  the  above  statements  are  true  is  ob\dous  when  the  difference 
between  chicken  lice  and  chicken  mites  and  their  different  habits  are  taken  into  con- 
eideration.  Chicken  hce  pass  theii'  life  cycle  on  the  fowl,  and  chickens  are  for  the 
most  part  infested  with  Uce  by  dii'ect  contact  or  close  association  with  a  chicken 
aheady  infested  with  lice.  If  any  Hce  appear  in  the  poultry  house,  not  on  the 
chickens,  these  are  to  be  considered  more  or  less  accidental  and  not  of  great  im- 
portance, since  the  natural  habitat  of  the  chicken  louse  is  the  chicken  itself.  On  the 
other  hand  chicken  mites  Uve  in  the  cracks  and  cre^dces  of  the  poultry  house,  on  the 
under  side  of  roosts,  etc.,  and  attack  the  chicken  for  the  most  part  at  night,  retmning 
after  such  attacks  to  theii'  natural  habitat,  i.  e.,  the  cracks  and  crevices  of  the  poultry 
Louse,  etc. 

It  is  e\T.dent  therefore  that  if  one  desires  to  remove  chicken  Hce  effectively  some 
preparation  must  be  used  which  can  be  appHed  du'ectly  to  the  Hce  on  the  chickens, 
such  as  a  Hce  powder,  dip,  or  spray,  or  some  preparation  must  be  used  that  will  give  off 
sufficient  fumes  to  kill  the  Hce  on  the  chicken  by  said  fumes.  It  natm-ally  foHows  if  a 
preparation  of  the  latter  character  is  used  it  must  be  used  in  such  a  manner  that  the 
fumes  will  be  in  sufficient  concenti-ation  to  kill  the  Hce  on  the  chickens  and  at  the  same 
time  not  be  injurious  to  the  chicken.  On  the  other  hand  if  one  wishes  to  remove 
chicken  mites  effectively  some  preparation  should  be  used  (such  as  creosote  oil  or 
kerosene  oil)  which  will  soak  in  all  cracks  and  crevices  of  the  poultry  house,  cover  all 
roosts,  walls,  etc.,  and  in  this  way  by  dhect  contact  destroy  the  mites. 

The  board  is  of  the  opinion  that  such  mixtures  as  are  described  in  the  first  para- 
graph of  this  notice  are  not  practical  ' '  Chicken-Hce  killers, ' '  but  are  ' '  Chicken-mite 
killers,"  and  should  be  used  and  sold  as  such.  If  in  a  few  isolated  cases  directions 
can  be  given  for  the  use  of  the  preparation,  such  that  when  foUowed  the  preparation 
will  succeed  in  removing  lice  fi'om  chickens  effectively,  then  it  will  be  satisfactory 
to  sell  preparations  of  this  character  as  "Chicken-Hce  killers."  However,  the  manu- 
facturer should  assure  himseH  that  the  product  will  be  effective  against  Hce  on  chick- 
ens before  making  this  claim  on  the  label  and  that  injury  to  the  chickens  wiU  not 
result  when  the  product  is  used  in  accordance  with  directions. 

Such  products  as  those  described  above,  which  come  within  the  pur\aew  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  and  are  recommended  for  use  against  chicken  Hce  when  they 
will  not,  in  fact,  be  effective  against  chicken  Hce  when  used  in  accordance  with  the 
directions  given  by  the  manufacturer,  are  misbranded  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act,  and  the  shipper  is  subject  to  prosecution  under  section  2  of  the  act,  while  the 
shipment  is  subject  to  seizure  under  section  10  of  the  act. 

41.  Sodium  sulphate  In  commercial  Paris  green. 

Gentlemen:  *  *  The  department  does  not  expect  that  the  commercial 
Paris  green  will  be  absolutely  free  of  sodium  sulphate.  However,  we  do  expect  that 
this  constituent  will  not  be  present  in  excessive  amounts. 
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We  have  examined  many  samples  of  commercial  Paris  green  and  are  satisfied  from 
our  work  that  there  is  no  reason  why  the  sodium  sulphate  in  commercial  Paris  green 
should  amount  to  more  than  1  per  cent,  provided  the  green  is  properly  washed  when 
it  is  being  prepared.  That  the  sodium  sulphate  can  be  kept  below  1  per  cent  by  proper 
washing  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  Paris  greens  of  some  manufacturers  never,  or 
practically  never,  contain  more  than  this  amount  of  the  constituent;  that  the  Paris 
green  of  other  manufacturers  only  contains  very  shghtly  more  than  1  per  cent  sodium 
sulphate,  and  that  the  average  amount  of  sodium  sulphate  in  the  Paris  green  of  a 
large  number  of  manufacturers  amount  to  less  th^n  1.2  per  cent. 

In  samples  of  your  Paris  green  recently  examined  by  us  we  have  found  over  3  per 
cent  sodium  sulphate,  which  can  easily  be  reduced  to  a  reasonable  figure  (1  per  cent 
or  below)  by  proper  washing  of  your  green.  With  3  per  cent  sodium  sulphate  in  the 
green,  you  will  at  once  see  that  the  manufacturer  in  every  100  pounds  of  his  goods 
sells  3  pounds  of  sodium  sulphate  at  the  price  of  Paris  green.  This  may  not  amount 
to  very  much  in  any  one  case;  however,  in  the  aggregate,  it  amounts  to  a  considerable 
gain  to  the  manufacturer  at  the  expense  of  the  consumer. 

Respectfully,  J.  K.  Haywood, 

Chairman,  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board. 

43.  Labeling  of  soda  lye. 

Gentlemen:  *  ^  ^  Relative  to  labehng  soda  lye  as  caustic  potash,  we  beg  to 
inform  you  that,  in  our  opinion,  a  product  so  labeled  would  undoubtedly  be  mis- 
branded  and  adulterated  under  the  provisions  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Bespectfully,  J,  K.  Haywood, 

Chairman,  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board. 


NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT. 


[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.] 

138.  Misbranding  of  "Hemingway's  Pure  Lead  Arsenate."  tJ.  S.  v.  Hemingway's  London 

Purple  Co.  (Ltd.).  Plea  of  guilty.  Sentence  suspended.  (I.  &  F,  No.  143.  Dom.  No, 
6875.) 

On  June  26, 1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  Dis- 
trict Coui-t  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  agakist  Hemingway's  London  Purple 
Co.  (Ltd.),  New  York,  N.  Y.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for 
shipment,  on  February  13,  1912,  from  New  York,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  San 
Francisco,  in  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "Hemingway's 
Pm-e  Lead  Arsenate,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  pails,  labeled  and  branded,  on  the  top, 
as  follows:  "Guaranteed  by  Hemingway's  London  Pui'ple  Co.  under  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910.  Serial  No.  50.  Hemingway's  Pui"e  Lead  Arsenate.  New  York  London 
Poison.  Analysis:  Ai'senic  oxide  15%,  Lead  oxide  about  32%,  Water  50%,  Soluble 
arsenic  under  1/2%";  and  on  the  side,  as  follows:  "Hemingway's  10  Pounds  Net 
Pm-e  Lead  Arsenate  Poison." 

Msbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the  statement 
"10  Pounds  Net  Pure  Lead  Arsenate"  appearing  on  the  label  regarding  the  article 
and  the  ingredients  and  substances  therein  contained  was  false  and  misleading,  in 
that  it  indicated  that  the  package  contained  10  pounds  net  of  pure  lead  arsenate, 
whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  package  did  not  contain  10  pounds  net  of  pure  lead 
arsenate,  but  contained  less  than  10  pounds  net  thereof;  (2)  in  that  it  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  being  labeled  "10  Pounds 
Net  Pure  Lead  Arsenate,"  thereby  indicating  that  the  package  contained  10  pounds 
net  pm-e  lead  arsenate,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  package  did  not  contain 
10  pounds  net  of  pure  lead  arsenate,  but  contaiaed  less  than  10  pounds  thereof;  and 
(3)  in  that  it  was  in  package  form,  and  the  contents  thereof  were  stated  in  terms  of 
weight,  but  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside.of  the  package,  in  that  the  label 
on  the  package  bore  the  statement  "10  Pounds  Net  Pure  Lead  Arsenate,"  whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  package  did  not  contain  10  pounds  net  of  pure  lead  arsenate, 
but  contained  less  than  10  pounds  thereof. 

On  September  29,  1914,  the  defendant,  Hemingway's  London  Purple  Co.  (Ltd.), 
appeared  by  its  attorney  and  entered  a  plea  of  guilty,  and  the  court  suspended  sen- 
tence. 

D.  F  Houston,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  .9.  1915 

139.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Hemingway's  London  Purple."  U.  S.  v.  Hemingway's 

London  Purple  Co.  (Ltd.).  Plea  of  guilty-  Sentence  suspended.  (I.  6:  F.  No.  215. 
Dom.  No.  7041.) 

On  June  26,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  Hemingway's  London  Purple 
Co.  (Ltd.),  New  York,  N.  Y.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for 
shipment,  on  June  11,  1912,  from  New  York,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  Wichita, 
in  the  State  of  Kansas,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "London  Purple  "  which 
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was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 
The  article  was  contained  in  packages  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  ''Guaranteed 
by  Hemingway's  London  Purple  Co.,  Ltd.,  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  Serial 
No.  50.  London  Purple.  Hemingway's  London  Purple  Co.,  Limited,  London, 
England,  New  York,  U.  S.  A.  Poison  for  the  Potato  Bug,  Cotton  Worm  and  Canker 
Worm.  Directions.  -^^  *  *  Spraying.  For  the  Potato  Bug,  CurcuHo,  Codling 
Moth,  Canker  Worm,  Pear  Slug,  Cabbage  Worm,  Cut  Worm,  All  leaf-eating  cater- 
pillars, &c.,  &c.,  the  following  proportions  are  recommended.  For  Potatoes,  one 
pound  'London  Purple'  to  100  gallons  water.  For  Apple  Trees,  one  pound  'London 
Purple'  to  150  gallons  water.  For  Pear,  Plum  and  Cherry,  one  pound  'London 
Purple'  to  200  gallons  water.  For  Peach,  one  pound  'London  Purple'  to  300  gallons 
water.  The  'London  Purple'  should  be  mixed  in  a  smooth  paste  before  adding  it 
to  the  water.  Apply  the  mixture  in  fine  spray  so  as  not  to  deluge  the  foliage,  first 
adding  to  it  a  quantity  of  quick  lime  equal  in  weight  to  the  'London  Purple'  used 
to  prevent  any  possibility  of  scorching,  which  might  occur  if  the  spraying  were  done 
carelessly  and  the  lime  omitted.  Poison.  London  Purple  Analysis:  Arsenic-Lime 
compounds  70%,  Dyestuffs,  etc.  30%=100%.  Contents  of  combined  arsenic  calcu- 
lated as  metallic  arsenic  (arsenicum  Asg)  20%." 

It  was  alleged  in  the  information  that  the  article  was  adulterated  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  the  strength  and  purity  of 
which  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that 
the  label  on  each  of  the  packages  bore  the  statement,  "Analysis:  Arsenic-Lime  com- 
pounds 70%,  Dyestuffs,  etc.  30%  =100%,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article 
contained  arsenic-lime  compounds  in  an  amount  less  than  70  per  cent,  said  arsenic- 
lime  compounds  being  substances  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  contauied  dyestuffs  and  substances  other  than  arsenic- 
lime  compounds  in  an  amount  greater  than  30  per  cent,  said  dyestuffs  and  substances 
other  than  arsenic-lime  compounds  being  inert  substances  which  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  which  was 
intended  for  use  on  vegetation  and  contained  a  substance  or  substances  which  although 
preventing  insects,  was  injurious  to  such  vegetation  when  used.  The  article  was 
alleged  to  be  misbranded  ui  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  the  packages  and  labels 
thereof  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  con- 
tained therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  in  that  the  labels  on  the  packages 
bore  words  and  statements  recommending  and  directing  the  use  of  the  insecticide 
on  peach  trees  and  plum  trees  when  prepared  in  the  proportions  and  manner  stated 
on  said  labels,  which  words  and  statements  indicated  that  the  insecticide,  when 
prepared  in  said  proportions  and  manner,  could  be  applied  to  peach  trees  and  plum 
trees  without  injury  thereto,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  when  prepared  in  said  pro- 
portions and  manner  and  applied  to  peach  trees  and  plum  trees,  the  insecticide  caused 
injury  to  the  foliage  of  said  trees.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in 
that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that 
the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  words  and  statements  recommending  and  directing 
the  use  of  the  insecticide  on  peach  trees  and  plum  trees  when  prepared  in  the  pro- 
portion and  manner  stated  on  said  labels,  which  words  and  statements  indicated 
that  the  insecticide,  when  prepared  in  said  proportions  and  manner,  could  be  applied 
to  peach  trees  and  plum  trees  without  any  injury  thereto,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  when  prepared  in  said  proportions  and  manner  and  applied  to  peach  trees  and 
plum  trees,  the  insecticide  caused  injury  to  the  foliage  of  said  trees.  Misbranding  of 
the  article  was  also  alleged  in  that  the  packages  and  labels  thereof  bore  statements 
regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein  which 
were  false  and  misleading,  in  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore  the  words,  state- 
ments, and  figures,  "London  Purple  Analysis:  Arsenic-Lime  compounds  70%, 
Dyestuffs,  etc.  30%  =100%,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  insecticide  did  not 
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contain  arsenic-lime  compounds  in  the  amount  of  70  per  cent,  nor  dyestuffs  and 
substances  other  than  arsenic-lime  compounds  in  the  amount  of  30  per  cent,  but 
contained  arsenic-lime  compounds  in  an  amount  less  than  70  per  cent  and  dyestuffs 
and  substances  other  than  arsenic-lime  compounds  in  an  amount  greater  than  30  per 
cent.  Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  ai'ticle  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  labels  on  the  packages  bore 
the  words,  statements,  and  figures,  "London  Purple  Analysis:  Arsenic-Lime  com- 
poimds  70%,  Dyestuffs,  etc.  30^=100%,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  insecti- 
cide did  not  contain  arsenic-lime  compounds  in  the  amount  of  70  per  cent,  nor  dye- 
stuffs  and  substances  other  than  arsenic-lime  compounds  in  the  amount  of  30  per 
cent,  but  contained  arsenic-lime  compounds  in  an  amount  less  than  70  per  cent 
and  dyestuffs  and  substances  other  than  arsenic-lime  compounds  in  an  amount  greater 
than  30  per  cent.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate  which  contained  arsenic  in 
water-soluble  forms,  and  the  amount  of  the  said  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms 
(expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic)  was  not  stated  on  the  labels.  It  was 
alleged  furthermore  that  the  article  was  misbranded  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide 
other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate  which  consisted  partially  of  inert  sub- 
stances which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  such  inert  ingredients  were  not 
plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  labels,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  inert  ingredient,  there  were  not  stated  plainly  upon  the 
labels  the  correct  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  insecticide  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  said  inert 
ingredients  present  therein. 

On  September  29, 1914,  the  defendant,  Hemingway's  London  Purple  Co.,  appeared 
by  its  attorney  and  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  and  the  court  suspended  sentence. 

D.  F.  Houston,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  9,  1915. 

140.  Misbranding  of  "Fish  Oil  Soap."   U.  S.  v.  Edward  H.  Leggett  and  Clinton  H.  Leggett. 
Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  SIO.  (I.  &  F.  No.  137.   Dom.  No.  6922.) 

At  the  July  term,  1913,  of  the  United  States  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  said  court  against  Edward  H,  Leggett  and 
Clinton  H.  Leggett,  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  Leggett  &  Brother,  at 
New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  January  22, 
1912,  from  New  York,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  Louis\ille,  in  the  State  of  Ken- 
tucky, of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "Fish  Oil  Soap,"  which  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  a 
package  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Fish  Oil  Soap.  For  destroying  Insects  on 
Plants  and  Trees.  Directions.  *  *  *  Put  up  by  Leggett  &  Brother,  New  York. 
This  Fish  Oil  Soap  is  a  resultant  product  of  Fish  Oil,  free  from  other  animal  fats, 
saponified  with  alkali,  and  contains  about  7%  of  combined  alkali  oxide." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide and  consisted  in  part  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  package  did  not  have  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient  stated  on  the  label,  nor  did  it 
have  stated  on  the  label  the  correct  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  insecticide  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  inert  ingredient  present. 

On  November  2,  1914,  the  defendants,  Edward  H.  Leggett  and  Clinton  H.  Leggett, 
entered  pleas  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

D.  F.  Houston,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  9,  1915, 
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141.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "W.  D.  Co.'s  Kill-Roach."   U.  S.  v.  West  Disinfecting 
Co.   Plea  of  guilty.   Fine,  S25.   (I.  &  F.  No.  148.   Dom.  No.  684.) 

On  January  9, 1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District 
Court  for  said  district  against  the  West  Disinfecting  Co . ,  New  York,  N .  Y. ,  a  corporation, 
alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  December  7,  1911,  from  the  State 
of  New  York  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "W.  D. 
Co.'s  Kill-Roach,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  cans  labeled  as  follows: 
*'W.  D.  Co.'s  Kill-Roach.  Non-Poisonous.  Will  not  explode.  Will  not  injure 
furniture  or  fabrics.  Is  a  powder  for  cockroaches,  beetles  and  water  bugs.  *  *  * 
West  Disinfecting  Co.,  Inc.,  New  York.  *  *  *  Guaranteed  by  the  West  Disin- 
fecting Co.,  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  Serial  No.  156.  Contains  inert 
material  5%  sugar." 

It  was  alleged  in  the  information  that  the  article  was  adulterated  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  its  strength  and  purity  fell 
below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  the  labels 
on  the  cans  bore  the  statement,  ''Contains  inert  material  5%  sugar,"  whereas,  in  truth 
and  in  fact,  the  insecticide  contained  more  than  5  per  cent  inert  material,  to  wit, 
19.5  per  cent  sugar.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  the  labels  on  the 
cans  bore  statements,  designs,  and  devices  regarding  the  insecticide  and  the  ingredients 
and  substances  contained  therein  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  in  that  the 
insecticide  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into 
the  belief  that  the  insecticide  contained  inert  material  5  per  cent  sugar,  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  insecticide  contained  more  than  5  per  cent  inert  material,  sugar — • 
to  wit,  19.5  per  cent  inert  material,  sugar. 

On  October  2,  1914,  the  defendant,  the  West  Disinfecting  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of 
guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

D,  F.  Houston,  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  9,  1915. 

143.  Misbranding  of  "Kill  Bug  Insecticide."  TJ.  S.  v.  West  Disinfecting  Co.  Plea  of  nolo 
contendere.  Sentence  suspended.  (I.  &  F.  No.  228.  Dom.  No.  7057.) 

On  September  22,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  the  West  Disinfecting  Co., 
New  York,  N.  Y.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment, 
on  August  17,  1912,  from  New  York,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  Chicago,  in  the  State 
of  Illinois,  of  an  article  called  "Kill  Bug  Insecticide,"  which  was  misbranded  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  cans  labeled 
and  branded  as  follows:  "Kill  Bug  (Trade  Mark)  Insecticide  Kills  roaches,  bed  bugs* 
carpet  bugs,  fleas,  water  bugs,  ants,  moths,  etc.  Directions.  *  ^  *  Notice. — 
This  fluid  is  not  poisonous,  does  not  stain.  Keep  away  from  flame.  West  Disinfect- 
ing Co.,  Manufacturing  Chemists,    *   ^   *   2  East  42d  Street,  New  York.    -3^  * 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, and  that  the  statement  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article  to  the 
effect  that  it  was  not  poisonous  was  false  and  misleading,  and  was  calculated  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  was  not  poisonous,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  poisonous. 

.  On  October  2,  1914,  the  defendant,  the  AY  est  Disinfecting  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of 
nolo  contendere,  and  the  court  suspended  sentence. 

D.  F.  Houston,  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  9,  1915. 
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143.  Misbranding  of  "Sanitary  Fluid  Magic-Oleum."   U.  S.  v.  Magic  Food  Co.    Judgment  of 

guilty.  Fine,  SIO  and  costs.  (1.  &  F.  No.  30.   Dom.  No.  2903.) 

On  December  28,  1912,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Ten- 
nessee, acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  the  Magic  Food  Co.,  Chat- 
tanooga, Tenn.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment,  on  May  30,  1911,  from  Chatta- 
nooga, in  the  State  of  Tennessee,  to  East  St.  Louis,  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  of  a  quan- 
tity of  an  article  called  ''Sanitary  Fluid  Magic-Oleum,"  which  was  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  Labels  on  the  packages  containing 
the  article  were  as  follows:  ''Sanitary  Fluid  Magic-Oleum.  A  powerful,  effective, 
non-poisonous  and  economical  disinfectant,  antiseptic  germicide  and  sheep  dip. 
*  *  *  Magic  Food  Company,  Chattanooga,  Tenn."  Circulars  accompanying  the 
packages  bore  the  following : ' ' Magicoleum — ^What  It  Is  and  What  It  Will  Do.  *  *  ^ 
non-poisonous.  -J^-  *  *  Contains  neither  ^  *  ^  carboHc  acid  or  other  danger- 
ous ingredients." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide, and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  this,  that  the  labeling  on  and  accompanying  the  packages  bore  the  statements  to 
the  effect  that  the  article  was  "non-poisonous,"  and  bore  the  statement  that  the  article 
contained  "neither  ^  ^  carbolic  acid  or  other  dangerous  ingredients,"  whereas 
the  article  in  fact  did  contain  carbolic  acid.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  sub- 
stance, to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or 
fungi,  and  did  not  have  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  such  inert  ingredient 
nor  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  having  insecti- 
cidal  or  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present, 
stated  on  the  label. 

The  cause  coming  on  for  hearing  before  the  court  on  May  13,  1914,  jury  having  been 
waived  by  consent,  the  defendant,  the  Magic  Food  Co.,  was  adjudged  guilty  and 
ordered  to  pay  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

D.  F.  Houston,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  9,  1915. 

144.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Solution  Cresol  Comp.  U.  S.  P."  U.  S.  v.  Sharp  & 

Dobme.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine,  S5.  (I.  &  F.  No.  231.  Dom.  No.  7678.) 

On  May  4,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Maryland,  acting 
upon  the  report  of  the  Secretaiy  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  Sharp  &  Dohme,  Baltimore,  Md.,  a  cor- 
poration, alleging  the  shipment,  on  October  8,  1912,  from  Baltimore,  in  the  State  of 
Maryland,  to  Cleveland,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "  Solu- 
tion Cresol  Comp.  U.  S.  P.,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  a  can  labeled 
and  branded  as  follows:  "Poison  Solution  Cresol  Comp.  U.  S.  P.  (Liquor  Cresolis 
Comp.)  Inert  ingredient  (water)  6  to  8  per  cent.  Guaranteed  by  Sharp  &  Dohme, 
under  The  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.    Serial  No.  107.    Sharp  &  Dohme,  Baltimore." 

(1)  It  was  alleged  in  the  information  that  the  article  was  adulterated  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  the 
words  and  letters,  "Solution  Cresol  Comp.  U.  S.  P.  (Liquor  Cresolis  Comp.),"  on  the 
label  on  the  can  containing  the  article  designated  and  professed  the  article  to  be 
Liquor  Cresolis  Compound  of  the  composition  and  formula  given  in  the  United  States 
Pharmacopoeia,  and  the  article  was  sold  as  being  of  the  standard  and  quality  of  strength 
and  purity  of  Liquor  Cresolis  Compoimd  as  defined  and  described  in  the  United 
States  Pharmacoposia,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the 
article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold;  in  this, 
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that  the  article  contained  water  in  a  greater  proportion  than  would  be  contained  in 
Liquor  Cresolis  Compound  manufactured  after  the  formula  given  therefor  in  the 
United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  water  being  a  substance  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi;  and  in  this,  that  the  article  contained  soap  in  a 
less  proportion  than  would  be  contained  in  Liquor  Cresolis  Compound  manufactured 
after  the  formula  given  therefor  in  the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  said  soap  being 
a  substance  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties. 

(2)  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide, and  that  the  words  and  letters,  "  Solution  Cresol  Comp.  U.  S.  P.  (Liquor  Cresolis 
Comp.),"  on  the  label  on  the  can  containing  the  article  was  false  and  misleading, 
and  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into  the  belief 
that  the  article  was  manufactured  after  the  formula  given  in  the  United  States  Phar- 
macopoeia for  Liquor  Cresolis  Compound,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
was  not  manufactured  after  the  formula  given  in  the  United  States  Pahrmacopoeia  for 
Liquor  Cresolis  Compound;  in  this,  that  the  article  contained  water  in  a  greater  pro- 
portion than  would  be  contained  in  Liquor  Cresolis  Compound  manufactured  after 
the  formula  given  therefor  in  the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  water  being  a  sub- 
stance which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi;  and  in 
this,  that  the  article  contained  soap  in  a  less  proportion  than  would  be  contained  in 
Liquor  Cresolis  Compound  manufactured  after  the  formula  given  therefor  in  the 
United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  said  soap  being  a  substance  having  insecticidal  and 
fungicidal  properties. 

(3)  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and 
fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of 
an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  both  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  said 
inert  ingredient  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  label  on  the  can  con- 
taining the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingre- 
dient, were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties  stated,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article  stated  correctly,  on  the  labels 
on  the  packages  containing  the  article. 

On  May  19,  1914,  the  defendant.  Sharp  &  Dohme,  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  |5. 

D.  F.  'H.OJJSTON,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  9,  1915. 

145.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  ot  "Sterlingwortli  Arsenate  of  Lead."  Adulteration 
and  misbranding  of  "Sterlingworth  Dry  Bordeaux  Mixture  Fungicide."  U.  S.  v. 
George  E.  Littlefield.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine,  $35.  (I.  &  F.  Nos.  237, 240.  Dom. 
Nos.  7557,  7553.) 

On  May  1, 1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachusetts,  acting 
upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information,  in  four  counts,  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  George  E.  Littlefield, 
trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  Sterling  Chemical  Co.,  at 
Cambridge,  Mass.,  alleging  violations  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

In  the  first  and  second  counts  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  on  January 
30,  1913,  George  E.  Littlefield  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment  from  Boston,  in 
the  State  of  Massachusetts,  to  Palatka,  in  the  State  of  Florida,  a  quantity  of  an  article 
called  "Sterlingworth  Arsenate  of  Lead,"  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  jars 
labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Sterlingworth  Arsenate  of  Lead  One  Pound 
Poison  [Design  of  skull  and  cross-bones]  Poison.  One  Pound  Goods  of  Quality 
Sterlingworth  Trade  Mark  The  Sterling  Chemical  Company  guarantees  this  pack- 
age to  contain  1  lb.  'Sterlingworth'  Standard  Quality  Arsenate  of  Lead  Paste,  con- 


10 


INSECTICIDE  AND  FUNGICIDE  BOAED. 


[Jan.-Feb,, 


taining  not  over  50%  Moisture  and  not  less  than  15%  Arsenate  Oxide,  and  to  comply 
with  Federal  Insecticides  Act,  Serial  No.  140.  Antidote  *  *  ^  Sterling  Chemical 
Co.  Cambridge,  Mass.  "  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in 
that  it  was  lead  arsenate,  and  that  substances  other  than  lead  arsenate,  namely, 
water-soluble  salts,  had  been  mixed  or  packed  with  the  article  so  as  to  reduce,  lower, 
and  injuriously  affect  its  quahty  and  strength.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
in  that  it  was  lead  arsenate,  and  that  the  statement  to  the  effect  that  the  article  con- 
tained not  less  than  15  per  cent  of  arsenate  oxid,  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  packages 
containing  the  article,  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it  conveyed  the  meaning  and 
impression  that  the  article  contained  not  less  than  15  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxid;  and  the 
article  was  labeled  or  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  piu'chaser  thereof  into 
the  belief  that  the  article  contained  not  less  than  15  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxid;  whereas, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  less  than  15  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxid. 

In  the  third  and  fourth  counts  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  on  Januar^^  30, 
1913,  George  E.  Littlefield  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment  from  Boston,  in  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  to  Palatka,  in  the  State  of  Florida,  a  quantity  of  an  article 
called  " Sterlingworth  Dry  Bordeaux  ^klixture  Fungicide,"  which  was  adulterated 
and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
contained  in  packages  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "  Sterlingworth  Dr^^  Bordeaux 
Mxture  Fungicide  One  Pound  Copper,  Active,  10.87%  Inert  Ingredients,  89.13% 
[Design  of  skull  and  cross-bones]  Goods  of  Quality  Sterlingworth  S  C  C  Trade 
Mark  *  *  *  Contents  of  this  Package  Contains:  CUSO4,  Sulphate  of  Copper  43% . 
Ca(0H)2,  Hydrated  Lime  57%.  Guaranteed  by  Sterling  Chemical  Co.,  under  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  Serial  No.  140.  Sterling  Chemical  Co.,  Manufacturers  of 
Agricultural  Sprays  and  Insecticides  of  all  kinds,  Cambridge,  Mass.    *  * 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide, 
and  that  words  and  figures  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article  conveyed 
the  impression  and  professed  the  article  to  be  of  the  standard  and  quality  of  containing 
copperin  the  proportion  of  10.87  per  cent  thereof  (copper  being  a  substance  ha\ing 
fungicidal  properties)  and  of  containing  inert  substances  in  the  proportion  of  89.13 
per  cent  thereof  (said  inert  ingredients  not  having  the  property  of  preventing,  destroy- 
ing, repelling,  or  mitigating  fungi),  and  of  containing  copper  sulphate  in  the  propor- 
tion of  43  per  cent  thereof  (copper  sulphate  being  a  substance  having  fungicidal  prop- 
erties), and  the  article  was  sold  under  said  professed  standard  and  quality  of  strength 
and  purity;  whereas  the  article  fell  below  said  professed  standard  and  quaUty  of 
strength  and  puiity,  in  that  it  contained  copper  in  a  proportion  less  than  10.87  per  cent 
thereof,  in  that  it  contained  inert  substances  in  a  proportion  greater  than  89.13  per  cent 
thereof,  and  in  that  it  contained  copper  sulphate  in  a  proportion  equivalent  to  less 
than  43  per  cent  thereof. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  a  fungicide,  and  that  words 
and  figures  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article  to  the  effect  that  the 
article  contained  copper  (copper  being  a  substance  haAing  fungicidal  properties)  in 
the  proportion  of  10.87  per  cent  thereof,  and  to  the  effect  that  the  article  contained 
inert  substances  (said  inert  ingredients  not  having  the  property  of  preventing, 
destroying,  repelling,  or  mitigating  fungi)  in  the  proportion  of  89.13  per  cent  thereof, 
and  to  the  effect  that  the  article  contained  copper  sulphate  (copper  sulphate  being  a 
substance  ha\ing  fungicidal  properties)  in  the  proportion  of  43  per  cent  thereof  were 
false  and  misleading  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  copper  in  a 
proportion  less  than  10.87  per  cent  thereof,  the  article  contained  inert  substances  in 
a  proportion  gi*eater  than  89.13  per  cent  thereof,  and  the  article  contained  copper 
sulphate  in  a  proportion  equivalent  to  less  than  43  per  cent  thereof.  Misbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof  into  the  belief  that  it  contained  copper  (copper 
being  a  substance  having  fungicidal  properties)  in  the  proportion  of  10.87  per  cent 
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thereof,  and  that  it  contained  inert  substances  (said  inert  substances  not  having 
fungicidal  properties)  in  the  proportion  of  89.13  per  cent  thereof,  and  that  it  con- 
tained copper  sulphate  (copper  sulphate  being  a  substance  having  fungicidal  proper- 
ties) in  the  proportion  of  43  per  cent  thereof;  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
contained  copper  in  a  proportion  less  than  10.87  per  cent  thereof,  the  article  contained 
inert  substances  in  a  proportion  greater  than  89.13"  per  cent  thereof,  and  the  article 
contained  copper  sulphate  in  a  proportion  equivalent  to  less  than  43  per  cent  thereof. 

On  June  25,  1914,  the  defendant,  George  E.  Littlefield,  entered  a  plea  of  nolo 
contendere,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

D.  F.  KovsTON,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  0.,  February  9,  1915. 

146.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "Liilly's  Tobacco  Extract."  Adulteration  and  mis- 
branding of  "Lilly's  Best  Insect  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  Tlie  Chas.  H.  Lilly  Co.  Plea  of 
guilty.  Fine,  S300  and  costs.  (1.  &  F.  Nos.  198,  153.   Dom.  Nos.  7003,  6805.) 

On  June  8, 1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  Washington, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information,  in  four  counts, 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  The  Chas.  H.  Lilly 
Co.,  Seattle,  Wash.,  a  corporation,  alleging  violations  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

In  the  first  and  second  counts  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  The  Chas.  H. 
Lilly  Co.  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment,  on  May  14,  1912,  from  Seattle,  in  the 
State  of  Washington,  to  Boise,  in  the  State  of  Idaho,  a  quantity  of  an  article  contained 
in  packages  labeled  ''Tobacco  Extract,"  which  was  adulterated  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  It  was  alleged  that  the  article  was  adulterated  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  its  strength 
and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in 
this,  that  the  article  was  designated  on  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  same  as 
''Tobacco  Extract,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  was  not  tobacco  extract, 
but  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  tobacco  extract  and,  for  the  most  part,  water  and  soap, 
said  water  being  an  inert  substance  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  miti- 
gate insects.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insec- 
ticide other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  other  substances  had  been 
substituted  in  part  for  the  article,  in  this,  that  the  article  was  designated  on  the  label 
on  the  package  containing  the  same  as  "Tobacco  Extract,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  the  article  was  not  tobacco  extract,  but  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  tobacco  extract 
and,  for  the  most  part,  water  and  soap.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that 
it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the  package  and  label  thereof  bore  a  statement  regarding 
the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein  which  was  false  and 
misleading,  in  this,  in  that  the  article  was  designated  on  the  label  on  the  package 
containing  the  same  as  "Tobacco  Extract,"  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article 
was  not  tobacco  extract,  but  consisted  of  a  mixture  of  tobacco  extract  and,  for  the 
most  part,  water  and  soap.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it 
was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  it  consisted  par- 
tially of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient 
were  not  stated  on  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  article,  nor  in  Heu  of  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingTedient,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties 
and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  therein  stated  on  the  label 
on  the  package  containing  the  article. 

In  the  third  and  fourth  counts  of  the  information  it  was  alleged  that  The  Chas.  H. 
Lilly  Co.  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment,  on  April  4,  1912,  from  Seattle,  in  the 
State  of  Washington,  to  Lewiston,  in  the  State  of  Idaho,  a  quantity  of  an  article  con- 
tained in  packages  labeled  "Lilly's  Best  Insect  Powder,"  which  was  adulterated  and 
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misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  It  was  alleged  that 
the  article  was  adulterated  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  that  its  strength  and  purity- 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  this,  that 
the  ai'ticle  was  designated  on  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  same  as  "Insect 
Powder,"  said  designation  conveying  the  impression  that  the  article  consisted  wholly 
of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  a  species  of  pyrethrum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  ai'ticle  did  not  consist  of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  a  species  of  pyrethrum, 
but  consisted  wholly  of  other  substances,  to  wit,  tobacco  dust  and  certain  other  sub- 
stances. Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  that  other  substances  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article,  in  this,  that 
the  article  was  designated  on  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  same  as  "Insect 
Powder,"  said  designation  conveying  the  impression  that  the  article  consisted  wholly 
of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  a  species  of  pyrethrum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  did  not  consist  wholly  or  in  part  of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  a  species  of 
pyrethrum,  but  other  substances,  namely,  tobacco  dust  and  certain  other  substances, 
had  been  substituted  wholly  for  ground  flower  heads  of  pyrethrum.  ]Misbranding  of 
the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  was  an  imitation  of 
and  offered  for  sale  under  the  name  of  another  ai'ticle,  in  this,  that  the  article  was 
designated  on  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  same  as  "Insect  Powder,"  said 
designation  conveying  the  impression  that  the  article  consisted  of  the  ground  flower 
heads  of  a  species  of  pyrethrum,  whereas  the  article  did  not  consist  wholly  or  in  part 
of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  a  species  of  p^rrethrum,  but  was  composed  wholly  of 
other  substances,  namely,  tobacco  dust  and  certain  other  substances.  jMisbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  it  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  (a)  in  this,  that 
the  article  was  designated  on  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  same  as 
"Insect  Powder,"  said  designation  conveying-  the  impression  that  the  article  con- 
sisted of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  a  species  of  pyTothrum,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  the  article  did  not  consist  wholly  or  in  part  of  the  ground  flower  heads  of  a  species 
of  pyrethrum,  but  was  composed  entirely  of  other  substances,  namely,  tobacco  dust 
and  certain  other  substances;  and  (6)  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  package  containing 
the  article  bore  the  statement,  "The  powder  not  only  kills  lice,  but  purifies  their 
premises  and  wards  off  distempers  and  all  kinds  of  diseases,"  whereas  the  article  was 
not  effective  as  a  pm-ifier  or  preventive  of  disease.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  consisted  partially  of  inert  sub- 
stances, to  wit,  substances  other  than  nicotin,  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of 
said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  on  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  arti- 
cle, nor  in  lieu  of  statements  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
one  of  said  inert  ingredients,  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  article  did  not 
bear  statements  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient 
of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties  and  a  statement  of  the  total  percentage  of 
said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  ai'ticle. 

On  October  27, 1914,  the  defendant,  The  Chas.  H.  Lilly  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of  guilty, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $200  and  costs. 

D.  F.  Houston,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  9,  1915. 

147.  IVIlsbranding  of  "Dike's  Rat  Poison."  U.  S.  v.  Frederick  Stearns  &  Co.    Plea  of  nolo 
contendere.   Fine,  S50.   (I.  &  F.  No.  142.   Dom.  No.  2926.) 

On  August  6,  1913,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Michigan, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  Frederick  Stearns  &  Co., 
Detroit,  Mich.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on 
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October  31,  1911,  from  Detroit,  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  to  Granite  City,  in  the  State 
of  Ilhnois,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  Dike's  Rat  Poison,"  which  was  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  con- 
tained in  boxes  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  ''Kills  Rats.  Poison.  Kills  Mice. 
Dike's  Rat  Poison.  Must  be  kept  away  from  children,  cats  and  dogs.  Dike's  Drug 
Co.  (Inc.):  Distributors,  New  York,  U.  S.  A.  Kills  Rats,  Mice,  Cockroaches,  Ants, 
Water  Bugs,  Vermin,  etc.  Directions:  Thoroughly  mix  the  contents  of  the  box  with 
three  or  four  times  its  bulk  of  grease,  cheese  or  meal,  and  place  mixture  on  plates  or 
boards  where  rats  will  get  it.  For  cockroaches,  ants,  water  bugs,  etc.,  sprinkle  dry 
powder  around  sink  at  night,  and  clean  it  up  in  morning." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide 
other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  (1)  that  it  contained  arsenic,  and  the  total 
amount  of  said  arsenic  present  was  not  stated  on  the  label;  and  (2)  that  it  contained 
arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms,  and  the  amount  of  said  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms 
was  not  stated  on  the  label;  and  (3)  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance, 
to  wit,  corn  meal,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and 
the  label  did  not  have  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient 
stated  on  the  same,  nor  did  the  label  have  printed  thereon  in  lieu  of  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient  the  name  and  percentage  amounts  of 
each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  insecticide  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the 
total  per  cent  of  said  inert  ingredients  present. 

On  January  12,  1914,  the  defendants,  Frederick  Stearns  &  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of 
nolo  contendere,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

D.  F.  Houston,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  February  9,  1915. 

148.  Misbranding  of  "Dr.  David  Roberts  Disinf  ectall."  U.  S.  v.  Dr.  David  Roberts  Veterinary 
Co.  Plea  of  guUty.  Fine,  $10.  (I.  &  F.  No.  263.   Dom.  No.  7718.) 

On  July  13, 1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Wisconsin, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  Dr.  David  Roberts  Veterinary 
Co.,  Waukesha,  Wis.,  alleging  the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  March  11, 
1913,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "Dr.  Da\dd  Roberts  Disinfectall,"  which  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
contained  in  cans  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  *'Dr.  David  Roberts  Disinfectall 
Disinfectant  Germicide  Parasiticide  Antiseptic  For  All  Live  Stock  Easy  to 
Apply  and  Safe  to  Use.  Carbolic  Acid  co-efficient,  Rideal-Walker  Method — 4.5  to 
6.5  Contains  inert  substance  water  approximately — 9%.  Guarantee  The  contents 
of  this  package  is  guaranteed  by  Dr.  David  Roberts  Veterinary  Company  under  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  U.  S.  Serial  No.  372.  Registered  under  the  California  law 
No.  C.521.  A  sample  of  this  product  has  been  submitted  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  examination.  We  guarantee  the  contents  of  this  package  to  be  of  the 
same  composition  as  the  sample  submitted  to  the  Department,  and  when  diluted 
according  to  directions  printed  hereon  for  the  treatment  of  sheep  scab,  it  will  give 
a  dipping  fluid  of  the  composition  required  of  a  coal  tar  creosote  dip  by  the  regula- 
tions of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  governing  sheep  scab.  Dr.  David  Roberts  Veter- 
inary Co.  Waukesha,  Wisconsin,  U.  S.  A.  Directions  For  Using  Dr.  David  Roberts 
Disinfectall  For  Dipping  Live  Stock.  Permission  for  the  use  of  this  product  as  an 
official  dip  for  scab  in  sheep  in  the  proportion  of  1  gallon  of  Disinfectall  to  71  gallons 
of  water,  has  been  granted.  In  making  the  above  dilution  use  water  heated  to  a 
temperature  of  100  degTees  Fahrenheit  and  pour  the  heated  water  into  the  quantity 
of  Disinfectall  to  be  used.  This  insures  a  good  emulsion.  Do  not  pour  Disinfectall 
into  heated  water.  Keep  the  sheep  in  the  dip  2  to  3  minutes.  Use  something  having 
a  rough  surface  with  which  to  loosen  the  scabs.  Thoroughly  wet  the  head.  Repeat 
dip  in  8  days.    *  * 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide,  and  that  the 
statement  regarding  the  article,  "Carbolic  acid  coefficient,  Rideal-Walker  Method — 
4.5  to  6.5,  "  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article,  was  false  and  mis- 
leading in  that  it  was  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the 
carbolic  coefficient  of  the  article  as  determined  by  the  Rideal-Walker  method  waa 
4.5  to  6.5,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  carbolic-acid  coefficient  of  the  article  as 
determined  by  the  Rideal-Walker  method  was  not  4.5  to  6.5,  but  was  less  than  4.5. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  also  alleged  in  that  it  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser  thereof  into  the  behef  that  the  carbolic-acid  coefficient  of  the 
article  as  detennined  by  the  Rideal-Walker  method  was  4.5  to  6.5,  whereas,  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  carbolic-acid  coefficient  of  the  article  as  determined  by  the  Rideal- 
Walker  method  was  not  4.5  to  6.5,  but  was  less  than  4.5. 

It  was  alleged  further  that'the  article  was  misbranded  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  that  the  statements  regarding  the  article,  "A  sample  of  this  product  has  been 
submitted  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  examination.  We  guarantee  the 
contents  of  this  package  to  be  of  the  same  composition  as  the  sample  submitted  to 
the  department,  and  when  diluted  according  to  the  directions  printed  hereon  for  the 
treatment  of  sheep  scab,  it  will  give  a  dipping  fluid  of  the  composition  required  of  a 
coal-tar  creosote  dip  by  the  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agiiculture  governing  sheep 
scab,"  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  mislead- 
ing in  that  they  were  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning  and  impression  that  the 
article  had  been  approved  and  permitted  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agri- 
culture for  use  in  the  official  dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  article  had  not  been  approved  and  permitted  by  the  United  States  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  for  use  in  the  official  dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies.  Msbranding 
of  the  article  was  also  alleged  in  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  pm'chaser  thereof  into  the  belief  that  the  article  had  been  approved  and 
permitted  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  for  use  in  the  official 
dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  had  not  been 
approved  or  permitted  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  for  use  in 
the  official  dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies. 

It  was  alleged  further  that  the  article  was  misbranded  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide, 
and  that  the  statement  regarding  the  article,  "Permission  for  the  use  of  this  product 
as  an  official  dip  for  scab  in  sheep  in  the  proportion  of  1  gallon  of  Disinfectall  to  71 
gallons  of  water,  has  been  granted,"  borne  on  the  labels  on  the  cans  containing  the 
article,  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it  was  calculated  to  convey  the  meaning  and 
impression  that  the  article  had  been  permitted  by  the  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture  for  use  in  the  official  dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies  in  the  proportion  of  1 
gallon  thereof  to  71  gallons  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  had  not 
been  permitted  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agricultm-e  for  use  in  the  official 
dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies  in  said  dilution,  or  at  all.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
also  alleged  in  that  it  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the 
belief  that  the  article  had  been  permitted  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agri- 
culture for  use  in  the  official  dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies  in  the  proportion  of  1" 
gallon  thereof  to  71  gallons  of  water,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  had  not 
been  permitted  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agiiculture  for  use  in  the  official 
dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies  in  said  dilution,  or  at  all. 

On  July  22,  1914,  the  defendant.  Dr.  David  Roberts  Veterkiary  Co.,  entered  a  plea 
of  guilty,  and  the  com-t  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

D.  F.  Houston,  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

W^ASHiNGTON,  D.  C,  February  9,  1915. 
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